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PROSPECTS FOR^VIETNAM PEACE NEGOTIATIONS SINCE 31 MARCH 1968 
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(Reactions : of 57 major editors and columnists, 1-19 April, list attached) 


A. Summary . 

i 

1) i Reaction to the President’s speech : 

i * 

r 

v •; 43 Generally approved 

• 

5 Disapproved for various reasons 


\ 

••a. 


- _9 No general position 

r * “ 57 

•Among the 43 generally approving, 7 praised the speech for lending 

• - 'credibility” to the President* s announced willingness to begin imme¬ 
diate negotiations for a settlement. 

«» "# 

\ 

Of 7 noting the President*s new political freedom, 3 said he could 
use that' freedom to negotiate a compromise, but 4 said he could 
negotiate while preserving an option to continue the war through the 
election campaign. 

* JO '■* ‘ 

^Of 20 discussing the critical decision with.which the President 
had; confronted Hanoi, 8 praised the President for shifting the burden 
..for., the next move to Hanoi; 7 supported* the President* s determination 
: not-to accept a false peace; and 4 said that if talks failed, all-out 
conventional or nuclear weapons could win the war in Vietnam, i 

■ ; \ % ■ ! 

Nine: otherwise sympathetic commentators feared that the President’s 
lame duck ,, v‘status might encourage Hanoi to delay negotiating peace 
until after?.the November election. 

^ if * 
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2) Attitudes toward bombing limitation : 

40 Fully approved 


J 


•' V ’ 1 ■> H.* 1 

' ‘ » 


3 Approved, but opposed, more limitation before 
negotiations 

2 Disapproved any limitation 

12 No clear position 
57 
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_J3) The announcement that 13,500 additional support troops were 

P&ing sent to South Vietnam and 24,500 reserve, troops called to active 

* Prepared by the Air Force (SAFAAR) as Executive Agent for 
POD. Comments and suggestions are invited, OX 53862. 
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dutyjwas widely interpreted to signify a US decision to shift 
the military burden to the South Vietnamese. Ten applauded it 
as signifying a major change in US strategy, from indefinite 
, escalation to a -limited defense, and a US intention to "shift 
t ’". responsibility' 1 !for) prosecuting the war to the South Vietnamese. 
; Eighp insisted that. Saigon will have to go along with a US 
v^ecJLgion if a coalition with the NLF is the best solution to the 
Warj^but 5 thought it was necessary to reassure Saigon that the 
change of strategy does not mean we are abandoning our ally. 

.Four, writers felt the reinforcements underscored U.S. determina¬ 
tion/to deal from strength. 

■ jM vl • « • 

* * : *" 4) Early reaction to the stalemate over the choice of a 
preliminary negotiation site was mixed. Three commentators 
blamed the US: 3 said the stalemate was due to communist 
intransigence; and 4 said the only solution was for a third 
party to suggest a neutral site. 


t V/. 


k B. > Analysis 


• * %♦ 4 . 


1. General Reaction To The President's 31 March Speech 


, David Lawrence, Stewart Hensley (UPI), ClevePlDlr, 

• NYPost:, Den Post , and BaltSun thought the President s speech, 
climaxed by his withdrawal from the political -campaign, gave 

"credibility to his desire to negotiate a settlement. N YTim e s 
land BaltSun believed this credibility was confirmed by the . 
'President's prompt response to Hanoi's 3 April decision to 
make "contact," and his announced trip to Hawaii to discuss 

• the war. 

NYTimes , Joseph 0. Harsch (ChriSciMon) and Richard Wilson 
tsaid the President would now be free to negotiate a compromise 
♦settlement without concern for the political consequences. But 
iL INewsday , NationalObs , Max Lefner and Joseph Alsop interpreted 
r-this freedom to mean that the President could now negotiate with 
**Hanoi while preserving an option to continue the war through 

, [the! election campaign. 

**.. - V * : 

j • Others praised the President's speech for confronting 

♦Hanoi with a critical decision before world opinion and American 
^reaction.‘ Peter Lisagor (ChlDlvNews) , John Hughes ( ChriSciMo nj 
vand OmahaWorHer agreed with AtlConst which said: 'The __ __ ^ 

^President has successfully shifted the accusing finger of world 
. opinion from the US to NVN." Joseph C. Goulden ( Philaln gJ, 
ChiSun-Times, NYPost and Cle vePlDlr warned Hanoi that a rejec¬ 
tion of the peace offer at this time could unify Americans into 
- a more "hawkish" attitude and a demand to "get it over with 
by any means. A "hard-nosed" negotiating posture was advocated 
w-^^b vlPhilaBull. Philalnq. AtlCon st, Roscoe Drummond, C-ould Lincoln, 

Rowan. BusWeek . and Life , which supported the President 
determination not to accept a "fake" peace in Vietnam A more 

• unyielding attitude was expressed by SanDlegoUn , NYNews , Uii- 

.' and RichNewLdr . The Leader said: "If the talks fail, our . 

' military commanders agree that through all-out use of convention 1 
weapons — and nuclear weapons if necessary -- the allies could 

win in Vietnam within several months." 
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> Praising the President's efforts, but fearing that a great 
obstacle to success would be his . "lame duck 11 status were 
Henry r Gemini 11 (WallstJnl) , Evans and Novak, DallasNews , ChiTrib , 
PhilaBull . ChriSciMon . WashNews , NorfVirg-Pilot and PittsPress . 
They felt he would need authority (which his disclaimer of 
candidacy had diminished) to convince Hanoi that it should 
negotiate promptly rather than hope to deal with a more 
conciliatory successor administration. 

4 


Of the commentators who were unsympathetic to the 
Presidents peace initiative, Charles Nicodemus ( ChiDlyNews ) 
raised the question of the Presidents "long history of problems 
with credibility. 11 Joseph Kraft charged the peace proposal 
"was put together slap-dash and without advance diplomatic. 
preparation. 1 WallstJnl called the move "definitely a long 
shot" and "further extemporizing." Crosby S. Noyes and 
Stewart Alsop ( SatEveFost) warned that a "negotiated settlement" 
with the communists would be tantamount to a "humiliating defeat. 


2. The Bombing Limitation 


A total of 43 sources approved the bombi.ng limitation. 
Some of the significant positions are: BaltSun, PhilaBull , 

NorfolkVir-Pilot , NYTimes and Stewart Hensley (UPI) applauded 
the unilateral limitation of bombing of North Vietnam. However, 
they agreed with WashNews , Keyes Beech ( ChiDlyNews) and Charles 
Bartlett in saying that it was militarily prudent to continue 
some bombing above the DMZ in view of the battle at Khe Sanh. 

Subsequent to the speech, NYTimes , NYPost . WashPost 
and Joseph Kraft expressed dismay that the bombing was to 
continue up to 200 miles above the DMZ,but WashStar defended 
such bombing as being strictly consistent with the President's 
statement. ChiTrib and TampaTrib agreed the continued bombing 
"states the message" that the US T?ants peace -- or else. 


In another discussion of whether bombing should be 
further limited before peace negotiations begin, ChriSciMon 
urged a complete halt as "a step well worth taking;" and NYTimes 
thought a complete bombing halt could be arranged after North 
Vietnamese divisions were withdrawn from Khe Sanh. WashPost 
praised the ’unofficial lowering of the bombing limits from the 
20th to the 19th parallel. AtlConst admitted that further 
reduction would "give the North Vietnamese the 'face 1 they need 
to stop fighting." But MinnStar and Marquis Childs thought 
bombing limitations could be reserved for bargaining during 
negotiations to end the war; and WashStar , while willing to 
accept some further limitations, had reservations about stopping 
"reconnaissance flights," even during negotiations. 

- - « 

Completely negative responses to any bombing limitations 
were made by Walter Trohan ( ChiTrib) who said they might bring 
peace "on communist terms;" and William F. Buckley, Jr., who 
said the President "capitulated" to the enemy. 



i 








3. The Limited Troop Increase 

Peter Lisagor ( ChiDlvHews) , Stewart Hensley (UPI), 
Richard Wilson, Marquis Childs, WashPost, BaltSun and Phi lalnq 
thought the President's rejection o£ a much.larger troop 
increase marked a significant change of US strategy away from 
graduated escalation and towards limited engagement, while 
turning over the major responsibility for the war to the South 
Vietnamese. N ewOrlTimes-Pic and Phillnq thought this change ^ 
of US strategy might stir the South Vietnamese to go it alone 
or make an "all-out" effort for victory with minimum US aid; 
and George C. Wilson interpreted this changed strategy as a 
warning to South Vietnamese leaders to "sink or swim. 

NorfolkVir-Pi lot: , NewportNews , Chr iSciMon , Nyiimes, 
WashPost, St. LPDis , and Clayton Fritchey said that Saigon 
would have to "cooperate" with the US and "face up to the ^ 
fact that a negotiated settlement will mean some NLF participa¬ 
tion in the South Vietnam Government. But David Lawrence, 
Stewart Hensley (UPI), OmaWorHer, WashNews and philaBu ll urged 
the US to reassure South Vietnamese leaders that it is not 

abandoning them. 

President Johnsons decision to send 13,500 additional 
troops to South Vietnam and to call up some reserve units was 
praised by Philalnq as signifying US intention "to negotia e 
peace terms from a position of strength, not weakness. 

Orr Kelly (WashStar) thought that the continued US wi11ingness 
to keep half a million men in South Vietnam was a shield 'o 
deny military victory to the communists. ClevePlDlr and 
Joseph Alsop thought this meant the US had adopted^the 
communist strategy of "fighting while negotiating. 

4. stalemate Over a Negotiation Site^ 

StPeteTimes t Philalnq and WashStar agreed that the 
President's credibility was diminished by his not honoring^his 
often-repeated willingness to meet "anyplace" and anytime 
for peace talks. 

AtlConst said Hanoi has "deliberately chosen to be 

difficulty" Richard Wilson was pleased that the President s 

insistence on a neutral site indicated he was seeking an 

honorable peace or none at all." ChiTrib went so far as to 

say that "communist intransigence" should make Americans^ 

reconsider talking according to "communist ground rules. 

* 

But WashPost , NYTimes , PhilaBull and WashNews_ agreed 
that both sides were seeking an advantageous location and 
that it would probably require a suggestion from a neutral, 
"third" party to agree on a "suitable" site for preliminary 

peace talks. 
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Columnists 


1. David Lawrence (Syn) 

2. Richard Wilson (Syn) 

3. Max Lerner (Syn) 

4. Joseph Alsop (Syn) 

5. Roscoe Drummond (Syn) 

6. Gould Lincoln (Syn) 

7. Carl T. Rowan (Syn) 

8. Evans and Novak (Syn) 

9. Joseph Kraft (Syn) 

10. Crosby S. Noyes (Syn) 

11. Charles Bartlett (Syn) 

12. Marquis Childs (Syn) 

13. William F*. Buckley, Jr. $yn) 

14. George C. Wilson (Syn) 

15. Clayton Fritchey (Syn) 

16. Stewart Hensley (UPI) 

17. Joseph C. Harsch (ChriSciMon) 

18. John Hughes (ChriSciMon) 

19. Peter Lisagor (ChiDlyNews) 

20. Charles Nicodemus (ChiDlyNews) 

21. Keyes Beech (ChiDlyNews) 

22. Joseph C. Goulden (Philalnq) 

23. Stewart Alsop (SatEvePost) 

24. Henry Gemmill (WallStJnl) 

25. Walter Trohan (ChiTrib) 

26. Orr Kelly (WashStar) 




Editors 


* 1. Atlanta Constitution 

2. Bal timore Sun 

3. Business Week 

4. Christian Science Monitor 

5. Chicago Sun-Times 

6. Chicago Tribune 

7. Cleveland Plain Dealer 

8. Dallas News 

9. Denver Post 

10. Life 

11. LI Newsday 

12. Minneapolis Star 

13. National Observer 

14. New Orleans Times-Picayune 

15. NY News 

16. NY Post 

17. NY Times 

18. Norfolk Virginian-Pilot 

19. Omaha World-Herald 

20. Philadelphia Bulletin 

21. Philadelphia Inquirer 

22. Pittsburgh Press 

23. Richmond News Leader 

24. San Diego Union 

25. StLouPost-Dispatch 

26. St.Pete Times 

27. Tampa Tribune 

28. Wall Street Journal 

29. Washington News 

30. Washington Post 

31. Washington Star 
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